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Since there is no reliable definition of the term "taxon" in the "International Code of Botanical Nomenclature" (e.g. Art. 49), the use or abuse of the term in its meaning of a name of a taxon can cause -as is exemplified by several instances -"immaterial authorship", i.e. "authorship" of "combinations" without alteration of the rank of a certain taxon or of its objective contents, or its transference to another taxon. In recent years, several articles have appeared on the use of subspecies and varietas for classification below the species level (Boivin, 1962 , Clausen, 1941 , Fosberg, 1942 , Heywood, 1956 , Hinton et al., 1939 , Meikle, 1957 , Rosendahl, 1949 , Rothmaler, 1954 , van Steenis, 1957 , Weathetby, 1942 ). The present note attempts a very brief review of some of the prevailing viewpoints and to present a workable suggestion, which it is hoped, may lead towards greater uniformity.
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Some taxonomists consider and use the terms subspecies and variety interchangeably and many of these prefer to use subspecies in place of variety since the latter term has been commonly adopted for cultivated variants. However, the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature, from the very beginning, has considered the subspecies as a category intermediate in rank between species and varietas. Moreover, Boivin (1962) has clearly shown the correct use of the term subspecies, to be a category between species and varietas and to which varietates must be relegated. With the recent publication of the International Code of Nomenclature for Cultivated Plants (1961) mucli of this confusion has been further clarified. Article 10 of the Code states:
Cultivar is an international term for the category known in different languages by different names, for example, "variety" in English, "variete" in French. "variedad" in Spanish, "Sorte" in German, "sort" in the Scandinavian languages and in Russian, "ras" or "varieteit" in Dutch, and "razza" or "varieta" in Italian. Anyone is free to use the term cultivar or one of the equivalent terms. When the terms variety, vari6t6 and their variants are used in the sense of the cultivar, confusion with the term "varietas" should be avoided by a suitable explanation. Varietas is a botanical category between species and forma ... Consequently, we now have two different terms, "varietas" a botanical category between species and forma and the "cultivar" (variety, Sorte, variete, variedad, etc.) for infraspecific classification of cultivated plants.
One prevailing opinion on the use of varieties and subspecies was aptly expressed by van Steenis (1957):
(59) The rank of a subspecies should be reserved for and confined to replacing partial populations i.e. natural groups of the same general nature as species but exhibiting a lower degree of morphological differences and/or reproductive isolation and for morphologically slight distinct polyplotypes. (60) The rank of a variety should be used for infraspecific distinguishable taxa, which show no replacement and for other groups of genetically deviating paramorphs (p. CCXXVIII). In natural population systems, however, these kinds of differences are not always clearcut and distinct. Consequently, it is not always a simple matter to decide as to what infraspecific category a group of plants might be placed -when one has to choose from an assortmrent of various kinds of dissimilarities.
On the other hand, it seems more logical that infraspecific classification should be a mere continuation of the principles used in supraspecific classification. The division below the rank of genus is the species. If the species within the genus demonstrate distinct patterns of affinities and dissimilarities, they are grouped into subgenera or sections. However, many genera are without subgenera or sections but all contain species. Moreover, in the infrageneric grouping of the species, certain categories of differences per se, are not employed in the determination of the rank (section or subgenus); as many characters as possible are used to arrive at an overall picture as to whether the different species groups are worthy of a subgeneric rank or a sectional one.
Infraspecific division of a species should be dealt with on a similar basis. The rank below the species is the varietas. If the different varietates show any patterns of affinities, then they should be grouped under the rank of subspecies. Thus, every divisible species population will have varietates, and only those species populations which indicate distinct groupings of their varietates, will have subspecies, in addition to their varietas. Such a treatment of intraspecific classification will be in accordance with supraspecific classification and ultimately should lead to greater uniformity in botanical taxonomy of groups below the species level.
